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Abstract | )

«Three‘experiments were conducted investigating infor&a.ion”précessin;
] in ?ppefson perceptiqnqgask. A sequential judgment paradign was egploy;d
§ [j in which subjects jdﬁged the

~-

suitagility of stimulus perscns for two

different occupations. Traits describins each person were presert for

@

. ' Y e s %
subjects'first judsments but not their second. Second Jdecision tices

.

incregsed whea the first occupation judsed was dissimilar.-(as opjosed to

- similar) Lo the second occupation. However, the nunter of descrinlive
' . \a ~ .
traits initially used to describe the stirmulus UZFson did rnot affec —

second judzment times. Implications for the\mapner 1n which peovle

e

Ee]

process information when making person judrments are discussed.
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- Intfluuncas of Information Availability on Coznitive

Processes in I'erson Perception

‘e

Jokn H. Lin:de and Thomns . Ostrom
Ohio state Unlversity

» N . .
A question of increasinz imterest in gerson perceptlon concerns

the way in which impressions are representod and organized in memory.

Proponants of interation thecry (e.g. fnderson, 1974%; Himmelfarb, 1573)
imply that person jud;meqts‘conslsﬁ vrimarily of ‘assizning different weights

and scale valucs to recalled stimulus items. Other theorists (e.g. FisMbtein

& ajeen,” 19725; Ostron, 1375) arzue that jud;ments may be based on inferred

" characteristic, rather than irdividual items of stimulus inflormation.

- ) - 1
Conristent with this l-ter rosition, Linsle, Ceva and Cstrom (1??5) found
”

that havir sublects mike initial occua:ational juszments influenced

lator reexiled sti~alas inforantion as well as inferred characteristics,

. A 1 . B . ap
The sreseat rafer roiort: three wtidies cordacted to furtber inveitizate

. ;
>

the nature of re.enabored inforaition cwo;le rely 17cn when raging narson
dud smonte.  xach stal, emolored a sagrential judcment paradim in thich d
J J M v 1 - - ! -
1)
2] the s.itnbilisy of different stimulus persons for two
. ’

sciuentially crecented ocoopntions.  In cuch cass, the tralts deseribing

thoe ;ersoa worou preseat wien sa0fuets made their Tirst Judznent but not
A}
. .
their ;>Coni. L was veasoned that 1L jud-menis are tased primarily on
-
recalled ltesms of stinulus informaticn, the amount of Lime sublects
. ' ¢ ’
sperd in making thelr seconi Julzsert should te u monctonic increasing
ftnction OY\}hc amourt of infofmztiorn they rdceive describin; 2 person
o ~r - . . ¢ . : . . N r
cf. Sternber-, 13%,;). Furtheraors, in accordanc2 with the findings of
w ’ =)
¢ . . : i 4 -
Lingia, et 2l.(1,72), increases in decision time zcross set sigze should
be srcates when the sceoni ceeuratics is dissinilar as compared to similar
« o * - )
* s
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.
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to the first occupation since additional time must be spent tryinz to

recall nonsaliant‘stimulus traits relevant to the second)judgment but

7/

not the first. » .

On the other hand, Lo the dezree that sehuential Judzments tend

“ ®

to be bassd on intejrated impressionsconsisting of a core of inferred
: \J

characteristics of a consistent size or values alonc a fixed number of
criterial dinensions, decision time would not be expected to incrsase
as a function of the amount of initially available information.

-, .

axreriments | ard 2

sethod

_— +

Zxperiments 1 and 2 were conducted in an identical manner except

for ths selection of the stimulus traits used, as discussed below. In .

o

each experiment 24 introductory rsycholosy.students served as subjects

in partial fulfill=ment of a course requirerent. Uron arrivingz, each

+

subject was sealed In & desk chiair baside a slide projector. A toz
switch was nounted on the arn of the chair which could be moved to tha

riget {latoled "-00d") or to the left (lgteled "oad"). As part of a

L

study on ob counselir:, sudbiecis were asked to role play a job placenrent

counsz2lor and make a2 series of ducig

ns comegrning Lhe suitability of

hypothatical individuals for 44TTerent occuzations. It was explained

that at the ve;innin: o trial an initial occupation would be .

projected folloved Ly a slide containinr several traits describin® a
r - o

\
[

The subjecl - was to consider the suitability of the\

\

stimulus gerson.

'

person for the jod sreviously shown. Followinz tre traits, the initiél

\
\

. . 1
occuzation was a;
) \

¢
-

~ 4

»

aim gresanted and the subjact was to indicate his decision

— - o b b om o 1t s




by moving the togzle switch to the "good" or "bad" position. next, a

second occupation was shown and the subject was déked to jddge the suitability

' of the same stimulus person for this second profession. Finally, a blank
'S

slide was presented to indicate the end of 'the trial and the process was

repeated with a new set of traits and occupations until each subject‘had

made twe occupational judgments each for 12 different stimulus persons.

Subjects were given three practice serles to assure that they understood

the procedure correctly.

Desi-n and Stimulus ~aterials

ns were selected from the occupations

3

Twelve zroups of three occupatio

used by Lingle, set. al.(1975). Each of these triads consisted of one

occupation arbitrarily selected to be used as a second occupational judgment

and two tnat would be used for the first jud:ment, one similgr and one

dissirdilar te the second occupation. In both oxperiments 24 subjects .

made two seguential judzments cor each of twelve different stirulus

persons. for ralf of these stimulus psrsons the second judgment was

preceded by 2 similar occapational judzment and for nhalf by a dissimilar

occugpational jud sment. Likewise, one third of tha stimulus persons judzed

A

were descrited by two traits; one third oy four traits; and one third
two replications of the 2 x 3, within subject

[y
.

\\ py six traits, Ehas vroviding
desizn (t e of first judgment x setb size). Subjects alweys judzed the

‘ same seb of second occupations 1lnan

7
0

?dentical order. =ach subject was

matched with another who saw sdentical sets of stimulus materials except

jad, the

that if ons subject judzed the similar first occupation in a tr

second subject judged the dissimilar occupation. These subject pairs then

ancins in the rest of the design.

b}

formed the unit of countersal
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For each experirment four lists of 12 traits wera selected from

Anderson's (13£3) trait adjactive list. In Ixzeriment 1 two of the lists
wers seldgcted from the positive half of the scale and two from the
nagative halfbof.the scale providifs relatively homozeneous sets of traits.
In Expericsnt 2 tfaits for all four lists were selected from the middle 3/5
of the scale providir: heterogeneous descripti;ns containg both positive
and neative adjectivss.

Counterdalancins of scale values across set size for the 12 subject
pairs was achnieved bty the methed of "cyclical” replications. Tralts
within each list wero randomly ordered from 1 to 12. The items of each list
were then sorted into the thres experimental set sizes in 12 unique ways
by sinplj movin-: tre first item to the end of the list and grouring the
remaining; items, in order, into sets of 2, 4 and 5. For exanmole, (1, 2),
(3, 4, 5, 6) and (7, 3, 9, 10, 11, 12} was the first zroup of sets; .
(2, 3), (4%, 5, 6, 7) and (8, 9, 1C, 11, 12) was the second, and so fourth.
Three rcrson descrintions were therefore obtaired from each of the four
lists, ;rovidin; the twelve traitﬂ;ctJ needad for each 5ubject. The 144
stimulus _ersoas -enernted in trhic mannsr sere countertalanced 5o that each
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The transformed data was analyzed usin; the multivcriate analysis of
variance aporoach for repeated neasures as discusseld by Poor (1373). The
analysis yielded a highly sijrificant effect for type of initial judgment,

F (1,23) = 14.6, p<.001. However, no significart main effect or interaction
for set size enerzed (both _.Ss( 1). \/

Experiment 2

v

Subjects' scores Wwere anzlyzed in an identical manner to the scores

»

fronm Experiment 1.- The analysis azain produced 2 nighly significant effect
for type of judgment (¥ (1, 23) = 30.8, p¢.001) as well as a nénsignificant

- .
effect for sel size (21(1; see figurye 2). The interaction term approached,

but did not reach, a traditional level of sigrificance, F (2,22) = 2.33, p<.10.

BN

|

\ )

. 3xperi=ent

llejther Experirmeat 1 or 2 produced the set size main effect or inter-
cected if susjects had been considering individudl-itens of o

&

action ex

N

sticulus information whan makinj their second jul-ments. 3ecause of the

unexpected nature and borderline siznificance of the interaction in Exgerinent

2 wa#h netdro_ eneous traits were used, it was decided to cornduct a third

replication in which hetero.-encily of the person descriptions was includsd
2s a separate within subject Tactor.
Hethod

The procedure and experimental desin wuas identical to, that used in
the first two experiments except for the following chanzes: * (a) set

. . . ’

sizes of 1, 3, 5, and 7 were enployed makinz it necessary to use 1% pairs

of subjects each making 16 pairs of occupational judztents, and (b) trait
L]

heterozeneity was introduced ds 2 within subject factor (for ore replication

. .
traits were selected Zrom the complete rangs of the arderson list while for

.
-~

the secord replication trazits were selectsd from either the positive or

. 7 a




o

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

“2)‘. b
. .-

negative half of the list).
Results

The data was analyzed sinilarly to the data from Experirents 1 and 2.
The type of judzment X set size x trait replication interaction was not
significant(g (3,29) = 1.96, EZ<-15) jndicating that the relative hetero- =~
geneity efgthe trait sets did not significantly atfect the pattern of
responseJ£i§%§. Subjects' mean response tires combined aéross trait repli-
cations are;presented in figure 3. Again, the effect for type of judgment
was Highly significant (F (1,31) = 31.9, Ez(.001))while reither the set size

main effegty nor the set size by judsient tyge interaction reached

<

significance (= (3,23) = 2.27, p< .15 axd F <1, res;ectivelx).

Discussion

The persistent finding across three studies that decision times for

subjects' second judzments were not influenced by the amount of information
-t

(1, 2, 3, % 5 6, or 7 traits) used to jnitially descrice 2 stirmulus

<

person suzgests that person impressions are representei in memory in

sore manner which precludes the necessity of recalling end evaluatinzg

¢

a proportional samcle of the oriziral information itens. Such a
finding is clearly more consistent with the notion tnat person imoressions

consist of summary inferred characteristics or values along 2 relatively

fixed nusbsr of~€}iterial dimensions, althouszh other possible explanations

.

exist. It may have vezn that subjects focussed on 2nd re~emoered ore

or two key stimulus traits considered to be representative of the total

stirmulus infornation agd later used this lirited information to rmake their

4

sec#nd judzaents. It is also conzeivable that subiects did not seek to

recall the original descriptive traits, tut merely dased their second

o

8 v

g g
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decisions on whether or not they thouzht a person suitable (or not,
suitable) for ths firsi occupation would be suitable for the second.
This seems especially olausible in the case of similar sequehtial
Judgments. ‘Wnatever tﬁe exact process, it is clear that subjects
were not systematically recalling and evaluating regresentative amounts
.
of the stimulus information unless they were somehow able to contact
Jjudzment relevant information ditectly without searching all of tre
stimulus traits. This seems unlikoly since substantial evidence ekists
that stimulus items are not content addressable in tasks similar to the
.
one used in these experinents (cf. Sternterz, 1563; Kintsch, 1974). S
~
Finally, thne présent‘data sugzest that the consistant differences
in decision time resulting from having made a similar or dissimilar
first occupational judzment 1is a'func;ioﬁ of considerinz a limited ~
number of.co-nitions relative to a new set of criteria characteristics~

ratter than accessin; and considerin3 sreater amounis of stimulus infornation.

s
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'Figures 1, 2, & 31 Mean decision time for subjscts’ second judgments
o o
as a function of‘type of initial judgment and trait set size,
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